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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1 - 30 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



2. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 



basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 



reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

3. Claims 1, 2, 4, 6 - 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Ward et al. U.S. Patent No. 6784924 (hereinafter Ward). 

4. Referencing claim 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches a method 



comprising: 
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5. receiving at a service aggregator information from a device first, (e.g. col. 2, line 59 - 
col. 3, line 14); and 

6. transmitting information from the service aggregator to the device directing the device to 
communicate with a service provider, (e.g. col. 2, line 59 - col. 3, line 14). 

7. Referencing claim 2, as closely interpreted, by the Examiner, Ward teaches comprising 
the service aggregator communicating information about the device to the service provider, (e.g. 
col. 2, line 59 - col. 3, line 14). 

8. Referencing claim 4, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches the service 
aggregator communicating user options to the device, (e.g. col. 2, line 59 - col. 3, line 14, 
"preferences "). 

9. Referencing claim 6, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches the 
information from the device is input by a user, (e.g. col. 3, lines 14 - 39, "take pictures"). 

10. Referencing claim 7, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches receiving 
from the service provider an aggregation of choices for the device, (e.g. col. 1, lines 51 - 67, 
"selected destination "). 
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1 1 . Referencing claim 8, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches the choices 
are displayed on the device and a user may select a specific choice, (e.g. col. 3, lines, 15-39, 
" ...which are displayed on the LCD,.. "). 

12. Claim 17 is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

13. Claims 1, 13 - 17 and 19 - 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Anderson et al. (6636259) (hereinafter Anderson). 

14. Referencing claim 13, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson teaches a method 
of device relationship management, comprising: 

15. determining a new connection event from a device, (e.g. col. 10, lines 38 - 53); 

16. sending a new connection message to the device upon said determining said new 
connection event from said device, (e.g. col. 10, lines 54 - 64); 

17. determining and optionally updating the device upon said sending said new connection 
message to the device, (e.g. col. 10, lines 30 - 37); 

1 8. sending messages to the device upon said determining and optionally updating the 
device, (e.g. col. 10, lines 38 - 53); 

19. receiving user input from the device upon said sending messages to the device, (e.g. col. 
10, lines 15 -29); and 

20. configuring the device upon said receiving user input from the device, (e.g. col. 10, lines 
38-53). 
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21. Referencing claim 14, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson teaches updating 
the device comprises updating the device's memory, (e.g. col. 10, lines 38 - 53). 

22. Referencing claim 15, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson teaches 
determining a service provider, (e.g. col. 10, lines 30 - 37); and 

23. transferring to the device communication information about the service provider, (e.g. 
col. 10, lines 38 -53). 

24. Referencing claim 16, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson teaches 
transferring to the device communication information about the service provider further 
comprises instructing the device to establish a connection with the service provider, (e.g. col. 10, 
lines 38 -53). 

Claims 1 and 17 are rejected for similar reasons stated in claim 13. 
Claims 19-28 are rejected for similar reasons stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

27. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 



25. 
26. 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

28. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ward 
(6784924) in view of Morris (6353848). 

29. As per claim 3, Ward does not specifically teach the service aggregator communicating 
update information to the device. Morris teaches the service aggregator communicating update 
information to the device, (e.g. col. 14, lines 12 - 30). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Morris with Ward because 
it would be more convenient for a system to download the update information that could enable a 
user to use software that could give a device added features on said device in a network than 
having the device separately install the software from a portable disk, (i.e. CD ROM). 

30. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ward 
(6784924) in view of Mighdoll et ah (6662218) (hereinafter Mighdoll). 

31 . As per claim 5, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward does not specifically teach 
the service provider communicating update information to the device. Mighdoll teaches the 
service provider communicating update information to the device, (e.g. col. 16, lines 38 - 56). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Mighdoll with Ward because of similar reasons stated above. 
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32. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson in 
view of Mighdoll et al. (6662218) (hereinafter Mighdoll). 

33. As per claim 5, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson does not specifically 
teach the service provider communicating update information to the device. Mighdoll teaches the 
service provider communicating update information to the device, (e.g. col. 16, lines 38 - 56). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Mighdoll with Anderson because of similar reasons stated above. 

34. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ward 
(6784924) in view of Anderson (6636259). 

35. As per claim 9, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward does not specifically teach 
the choices are account choices. Anderson teaches the choices are account choices, (e.g. col. 10, 
lines 54 - 63). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Anderson with Ward because providing the camera with default 
ISP info and returning new ISP info, may be omitted. 

36. Claims 10 - 12 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ward (6784924) in view of Anderson (6636259) in further view of Cook et al. 
(6636259) (hereinafter Cook). 
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37. As per claim 10, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches the information 
received at the service aggregator is selected from the group consisting of device attribute 
information, account information, type of device information, application information, (e.g. col. 
1 , lines 5 1 - 67), but does not specifically teach branding information, device serial number 
information, and last time used information. 

38. Anderson teaches branding information, device serial number information, (e.g. col. 7, 
lines 13 -20). 

39. Cook teaches last time used information, (e.g. col. 10, lines 30 - 50). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Anderson and Cook with Ward because providing device information to a central location would 
give the system information to bill the user for services rendered. 

40. As per claim 1 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward does not specifically teach 
the branding information is prespecified in the device. Anderson teaches the branding 
information is prespecified in the device, (e.g. col. 7, lines 13 - 20). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Anderson with 
Ward because it would be more efficient for a system to establish a connection with devices that 
are recognized within the company that develops the hardware and software purchased. 

41. As per claim 12, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Ward teaches the account 
information is input by a user, (e.g. col. 1, lines 51 - 67). 
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42. Claims 18 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

43. Claims 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson (6636259) in view of Cook (6636259). 

44. As per claim 29, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson does not specifically 
teach determining a sufficiency of a payment from a payor. Cook teaches determining a 
sufficiency of a payment from a payor, (e.g. col. 21, lines 1 1 - 29). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Cook with 
Anderson because of similar reasons stated above. Furthermore, it would be more beneficial for a 
system to keep track of services rendered by a service provider and to keep users that are 
delinquent on payments, out of the system until such payment is received for services rendered. 

45. As per claim 30, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Anderson teaches the payor is 
selected from the group consisting of a subscriber, a non-subscriber, a sponsor, and an advertiser, 
(e.g. col. 4, lines 10-24). 

Response to Arguments 

46. Applicant's arguments filed 10/10/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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47. In the Remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Ward does not teach the service 
aggregator receives information from the first device, transmitting information from the service 
aggregator to the device directing the device to communicate with a service provider. 

48. As to the first Remarks, if the Applicant were to draw their attention to the background of 
the invention it is well known in the art and has been taught that a device can send information to 
an aggregator and then to an ISP. Furthermore, Applicant does not state what the device or 
Aggregator could be. An aggregator could be a home computer that is connected to portable 
devices and the internet, an Aggregator could be a router between a computer and an ISP, an 
aggregator could be a gateway or firewall connected between a users computer and an ISP. 
Because of the Applicant's broad claims, many interpretations can be read into this claim. 
Furthermore, it is well known in the art that if a portable device is connected to a home 
computer, the home computer would have to recognize the device before sending the information 
to the portable device and is there for understood as setting up or opening communications 
between the device and the aggregator. Furthermore, Anderson also teaches the claim limitations 
of claim 1 as stated below. All other arguments made by the Applicant seem to fall under the 
same pretence as what is described above and the Examiner therefore applies the same 
arguments. 

49. In the Remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Anderson does not teach the order of 
the claim language and therefore cannot be utilized. 

50. As to the second Remarks, Examiner would like to remind the Applicant that when 
reviewing a reference the applicants should remember that not only the specific teachings of a 
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reference but also reasonable inferences which the artisan would have logically drawn therefrom 
may be properly evaluated in formulating a rejection. In re Preda, 401 F. 2d 825, 159 USPQ 342 
(CCPA 1968) and In re Shepard, 319 F. 2d 194, 138 USPQ 148 (CCPA 1963). Skill in the art is 
presumed. In re Sovish, 769 F. 2d 738, 226 USPQ 771 (Fed. Cir. 1985). Furthermore, artisans 
must be presumed to know something about the art apart from what the references disclose. In re 
Jacoby, 309 F. 2d 513, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962). The conclusion of obviousness may be 
made from common knowledge and common sense of a person of ordinary skill in the art 
without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular reference. In re Bozek, 416 F.2d 1385, 
163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). Every reference relies to some extent on knowledge of persons 
skilled in the art to complement that which is disclosed therein. In re Bode, 550 F. 2d 656, 193 
USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977). 

51. Furthermore, Applicant states that Anderson teaches all the limitations in claims 13, 19, 
23, 25 and 27, Pages 35 of the Applicant's Remarks. The Applicant states that the only 
difference is the order of the execution. If the Applicant were to view Figures 4A and 4B one 
would see that the core of the order in which the invention pertains to is taught by Anderson. 
Although, Anderson does teach other steps that maybe intertwined between what is claimed by 
the Applicant, there are no limitations that states there couldn't be any other steps in the 
invention. Furthermore, the response to the Remarks stated in part 1 could also apply to these 
Remarks in regards to what a service aggregator could be. Also, the limitations do not state 
where a new connection message to the device is coming from, it is not taught what the update to 
a device could be, i.e. the update could be that the device is now connected to "something" 
which it wasn't connected to before. Where the message is coming from in which a device 
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receives it. Nor does the Applicant ever state in the independent claims what "the device" could 
be. Applicant needs to be more specific in their claim language so to distinguish from the prior 
art. 

52. In the Remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Morris, Mighdoll and Cook do not 
cure the deficiencies of Ward and Anderson. 

53. As to the last Remarks, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the 
above response to Remarks for the teachings are found and interpretations are found above and 
in the prior art as disclosed. 

54. Applicant is also asked to take the thorough look at the prior art of Lynam et al. 6934372 
along with the previously send prior art, for they too teach the application. 

Conclusion 

55. Applicant is advised to contact the Examiner to resolve any discrepancies on claim 
interpretations, ambiguities and possible claim amendments to overcome the prior art. 

56. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 



information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



David E. England 

Examiner 
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